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ABSTRACT 

This report summarizes the results of an exploratory 
study of the relationship between parent^" educational expectations 
for their children, the children's perceptions of these expectations, 
and student outcomes. Of particular interest were the congruence 
between parental expectations and the children's perceptions of these 
expectations and the impact of this cojigrueiice on student achievement 
and attitudes toward school. The data for the present study came, from 
an earlier investigation designed to determine the dependability of 
the Project LONGSTEP questionnaire responses. Students represented a 
2X stratified random sample (by grade within each school) of the 
students participating in Project LONGSTEP during the 1971-72 school 
year. : It appeared that parental expectations concerning both how far 
in school they wanted their children to go and how good a student 
they wanted their children to be can influence student attitudes 
toward school; however, such expectations did not appear to influence 
student achievement test performance. . In the case of how far in 
school they wanted their children to go, no special effort may be 

\ needed to communicate the^ expectations. On the other hand, it 
'appeared that parents with high expectations concerning how good a 
student they want their children to be would be well advised to make 
a special effort to communicate these expectations to their children. 

^^^Data Collection Instruments and 'Guidelines" developed for Project 
LONGSTEP referenced In Vol. I, Chapter II, Section C, will be 

— acoes&ioaed TH -0&5_,SJai_J.n_J5IEMAY77. (RC) 
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ABSTRACT . 

o 

TKis report sunnnarizes the results of an exploratory study of the 
. relationship between parental educational expectations for their children, 
the children's perceptions of these expectations., and studenc outcomes. 
Of particular interest were the congruence between parental expectations 
and the children's perceptions of these expectations, and the itapact of 
this congruence on student achievement and attitudes toward school. 

The data for the present study came from an earlier investigation ? 
designed to determine the dependability of . the Project LONGSTEP question^- 
naire responses. Students represented a 2% stratified random sample (by 
grade' within each school) of the students participating in Project LONGSTEP 
during the 1971-72 school year. 

The results of the present study suggest that: 

• Parental expectations (as perceived by their children) 
concerning how far in school they want their children to 
go and how 'gbod la student they want th^ir children to be 
were both positively related to . children 's general atti- 
tudes toward school, but not related to children 'k achieve- 
ment test performance, during the subsequent year.' 

• Parental expectations (as reported by parents) conc'erning * 
how far in school they want their children to go s)/owed a 
positive relationship to"'^"t3: dren -'-s~attitudes towatd 

school, regardless of how accurately children perceived 
these expectations. 

• Parental educational expectations co(*icerning how good a 

/ student they want their child to be were positively related 
to children's, attitudes toward school in those cases where 
parental expectations and children's perceptions were in 
close agreement. Where there was very low agreement 
between parental expectations . for. How Good a Student and 
children's perceptions of these expectations, there was a 
negative relationship between the parents' expectations < 



and their childrea^s school-related attitudes. With moderate 
agreement 'between parental expectations and student percep- 
tions, student attitudes toward school were not related to 
parental expectations, ^•^•k*. 

Children' appear to be more accurate in estimating how far 
in school their parents want them to go than in estimating 
how good a student their parents want them to be. 

From a. practical standpoint, parents with high expectations 

concerning how good a student they wane their children to be\ 

. \ 

would be well advised to make a special effort to communi- 
cate these expectations to their children. From a research 
standpoint, the degree of congruence between parental expec- 
tations and children's perceptions of how gooda student .^ 
their parents want them to be. may be a worthwj^le variable 
to consider for future studies of school-relai^d attitudes. 
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^ PARENTAL EDUCATIONAL. EXPECTATIONS 

AND THEIR IMPACT ON STUDENT OUTCOMES 

/ ■ ■ . ' "■ ' ' ' " / ■ 

■ o 

Introduction to Project LONGSTEP 

• ^ : ■ ' 

This memorandum report is one of a series of reports developed under 
Project LONGSTEP, the Longitudinal Study of Educational Practices, The 
objectives of Project LONGSTEP were to design a -system to study the char- 
acteristics underlying innovative educational approaches; to establish a 
large-scale data base of program- characteristics and student outcomes for 
a select sample of educational programs involving intensive and highly 
innovative education practices; to determine longitudinally the impact of 
such innovation upon student - performance and attitudes; and to attempt to 
identify the dimensions of the components 'that exhibited the greatest 
impact on student outcomes.' 

A full description of the project design, data collection-procedures, 
analysis methods^, ai>d overall findings is contained in the several volumes 
of the project final report (Coles, Chalupsky, Everett, Shaycoft, 
Rodabaugh and Danoff, 1976; Coles and Chalupsky, 1976a, 1976b). 

0 

Although Project LONGSTEP, was designed primarily to study the impact 
of highly intensive educational innovation on student achievement and/ 
attitudes, the vast amount of data gathered by the project during its 
three ye^rs of data collection cAn also '^be analyzed to pirovide answers to 
othex important issues in contemporary education^,, The. analyses documented 
in this memorandum report represent such a "specialized** use of a portion 
the Project LONGSTEP data base. 

Objectives and Background of This Report 

The overall objective af the analyses conducted for this report was 
.to study the relationship between parental educational expectation's (for 
his/her child), the child's perception of jthese expectations, and student 
educational outcomes • Of particular, interest were the congruence between 
the parent's expectation', and the child's perception of that expiectation. 



arid the impact of chis congruence on student achievementiand atti*:udes 
toward school. The stimulus for these analyses was an edtlier study of the 
dependability of Project LONGSTEP questionnaire data. Tlje findings of 
this previous study indicated that for factual items, suJh as those con- 
tained in our srcale of socioeconomic- status, an accj^ptabib level of depend- 
ability was present. On the other hand, there were several items involving 
subjective assessment of parental ^expectation where parents' responses 
differed greatJ.y from those of their children. These results prompted the 
speculation that the. agreement between parental expectations and't^hildren's 
perceptions of such expectations might be a worthwile variable for future 
studies of student outcomes. . * ' * 

A complete listing of the variables analyzed will be presented later. 
By way cf introduction, however, the. specif ic p'arental expectations 
explored here were assessed by two quest;i.ons: 

• How far in school do you want this child to go? 

• How gopd a student do you waitx this child to be?. « • .j^ 

A number of previous studios havei investigated students ' perceptions of 
what parents expect of them in' terms of school performance. As' noted by 
Dyer (1972), the Equality of Educational^ Opportunity Survey (Coleman, 
Campbell, Hobson, McPartlknd, Moore, Weinfeld and York, 1966) found that 
students' perceptions of what their parents. expect of them in school had a 
sizable coi;relation with test performance, at least for certain groups. 
Concerning the impact of parental . expectations on student attitudes, 
Mayeske and his associates in their reanalys.is of the Coleman data 
(Mayeske, Okada and Beaton, 1973) found that students ' perceptions of' 
Expectations for Excellence (on the part of their parents and teachers)\ 
together with Study Habits, played a major role in shaping student Attitudes 
toward Life.' Other investigators have also explored the importance of \^ 
.students' perceptions of their parents' concern (Sewell and Shah, 1968). ^ 
However, by and large, thace studies have dealt exclusively with students' 

perceptions and have not measured parents '" actual concerns. 

f / 

The present study, while admittedly exploratory in nature, reflects 
an attempt to encompass both the educational expectations reported by 



\ 



parents for their ciiildren as well as .the studentSN perceptions of these 
expectations. ...The underlying hypothesis of this study is that the degree 
of congruence between parental expectations and the child's perception of 
these expeqCations provides valuable information concerning the dyaamics \ 
underlying student cognitive achievement and school-related attitudes. 

♦ * Study Design and Methods ' ^ ■ ^ 

The analyses implemented for this report were designed in/ response to 
specific quest iojis asked of the data and were , intended to be descriptive 
and exploratory rather than confirmatory in nature. These, questions and 
issues tire reviewed next,' along with the specific, me thods . util ized to 
, answer them. It should be noted, that this section does not contain a 
detailed description of the study design of either Project LONGSTEP or of 
the verification substudy in which in format i£>n- on .parental expectations was 
gathered. A more complete discussion of such issues is contained in Volume . 
I of the final report and in the Volame I Supporting Appendices (Coles, et 
al., 1976). However, except with respect to the details of data collection 
and the scaling of analysis variables, this report' does not assume that the 
reader has'an in-depth familiarity with these previous project reports. 

1. What was the nature of the sample of Project LQ£^STEP students included 
in these analyses? ' ^ 

As noted previously,' the data on parental expectations on which this 
report is based came from a verification study that was conducted during 
the second data collection year of Project LONGSTEP (1971-72). A summary 
of this study is contained in Volume I of the LONGSTEP finfil. report (Coles, 
et al.,- 1976^) . The prime purpose of this supporting study was to gauge the 
dependability of our questionnaire data. Students chosen for the verifica- 
tion stud^ ret>resented a 2% stratified random sample (by grade within each 
school) of the students participating in Project LONGSTEP during the 1971- 
72 school year. While the verification study covered students in grades 1 
through 11, the parent /student congruence analyses reported here included 
only those students in the verification study sample who were in grades 3 
through ^11 in 1971-72. Students in grades 1 and 2 were excluded because 



th^ student questionnaires pertaining . to ^jth em were completed by their 
teachers, and therefore did not contain a measure of the students' own per- 
ceptions of the educational expectations their parents had for, thenu 

• " ^ ^ 

A profile of the analysis sample was then produced by 'means of fre- 
quency distribi|cions^ of categorical descriptive variables (e.g. , ethnic 
group membership, sex, grade, and socioeconomic status group). *" . 

' \ ' * 

2. What >rere the analysis variabj-es of'primarj^ interest and how were 
they .scaled? . : 

Table 1 shows the^ variables that were^of major interest in the analy- 
ses discussed in this report. Two of the indices noted in this table were 
analyzed as outcome or dependent variables — =the CTBS Battery • Total j and °the 
Composite Attitude index. "Hiese two particular outcomes wei^ selected 
because the analyses implemented for this report were designed to explore 
the impact of expectations, perceptions of expectatfions and parent/student 
congruence on achievement and school-related attitudes in general. The 
CTBS Battery Total is a composite test score that is based on the three 
major content areas assessed by the CTBS—Re^ir^g, Language 'afid Arithmetic. 
As such, it can be viewed as a general measure of students achievement. The 
CTBS pretest and posttest scores were standardized "by grade separately so , 
that subsequent analyses could be based upon all students,- regardless of 
grade level (i.e., analyses were not to be stratified by grade). 

The Composite Attitude measure was computed by averaging four more 
specific attitudinal items. This- was done, not only because a general 
measure of school-related attitudes was desired , but because such a com- 
posite would undoubtedly be more ' reliable than any one of \the indices 

upon which it was based. , \ 

«■ ■ . \ . 

3. How \i^re, achievement, attitudes, parental expectations, student 
perceptiotis , pareht/student congruence, grade level, SES, sex, and ethnic 
group membership interrelated? ^ , 

.Interrelationships among all primary analysis variables .were expressed 
in terms of correlations. Pearson r's in which' one variable is con|:inuous 
and the other is binary (e.g., sex and ethnic group membership) are point- 
biserial correlations. A Pearson r between two binary-coded variables iS:, • 



Analysis 



TABLE 
Variables of 



1 • 

Primary 



Inttirest 



Variable 



Seal ing 



CT^ Battery Total Score 
(Spring 1971 and Spring 1972) 



Student ^Socioeeonoinic 
Status 



Socioeconomic Status Group 



Composite Attitude 

(Spiring 1971 and Spring 1972) 



Parent Expectations - How 
Far in School 



CTBS Battery Total Expanded Scale Score 
standardized to. mean = 100,00 and-standard 
deviation = 10,0 separately for each grade'^- 

The arithmetic mean of the three possinie • 
SES scales that were developed from the' stu- 
dent qiieSwibnnaires administered each year 
during the study's three years of data 
collection, <> 

So that identifiable groups of students, at 
different SES leyels could be described, 
student socioeconomic status was irecoded 
info lev, middle and high, SES scores less 
than or equal to minujs orie standard devia- • 
tidn. from the overall SES mean. were defined 
as low and assigned a scale score of 1.0; 
scores falling between minus onej^pd 'plus 
dne standard deviation from. the overall mean 
became a middle SES group and recfrived a*, 
scale score of 2,0; SES scores .equal, to or 
greater than one standard deviation above 
the overall SES mean defined the high SES 
group and were coded as a 3,0, • 

Equal- to the arithmetic mean of. the non- 
blank scales. Attitude toward School, 
Attitude toward Language Arts,' Reading 
Interest, and Attitude toward Math (see 
Volume I for a discussion of these scales). 

How far in school do you want this child 
to go? ' . 

1 - Don't care 

2 - Finish high school 

3- Attend junior college, business or 
technical school for 1 or 2 years 

4 - Graduate from a four-year college 

5 - Professional or graduate school after 

college ^• 



Intercorrelations among the items comprising this index are 



(continued) 



shown in Appendix A, Tables A-1. and A-2 . Cronbach'si coefficient alpha, 
an internal consistency measure of reliability, was ,66 and .67 for the 
1971 and 1972 Composite Attitude indices, respectively. 

Recoded to a value, of A if child was in a. grade from 3" to 8, ' 



TABLE JL (continued). 



Variable 



Scaling 



Student Percept{on - How Far 
in School 



Congruence - How Far ii\ tf- 
School 



Parent Expectation - How 
Good a Student . 



Student Perception - How 
Good a .Student 



Congruence - How Good a 
Student 



Ethnic Group Mecibership 



Sex 



How far in school do. you^ think your parents 
want you to go? • \ 

1 - They don't care 

2 - Finish high school 

3 - AttencT junior college, business or . 

techni^cal school for 1 or 2 years 

4 - Graduate from a f p.ur -year . college • 

5 - Professional or graduate school after 

college (included only for students in 
grades 9-11) . , ... 

Equal to 5 .minus the absolute value of the 
difference- between the parent expectation 
- and the student perception^ 

How good a student do you want this -clTild 
to be? . ' 

4 - One of the best ^ 

3 - Above average 

2 About average 

1 - Don' t care 

How. good a student do yo.u think "your par- 
ents want you to, be? 

4 - One of theobest* . 

3 - Above average 

2 - About average 

1 1 - They don't care ' ^ : 

.' Equal tq^4 minus the absolute value of the 
difference between the parent expectation 
and the student perception. 

Other than white coded as 1; and white 
c&ded as'-^ . -j-^ 

Boys coded as 1^ and girls coded as 2. 



The maximum congruence score for students in all grades wa§r:'t,hus 5.0. 
However, the minimum congruence, score for students in grl^es^i^^^ 2.0, 
while the minimum score fo^r students in grades 9-11 w^s^l.O. , tt would have 
been . possible to eqiate the range of - congruence scores 6yi'!fr.ecoding 
"professional or graduate school after college" responses fVjgm parents and" 
students to a 4.0 for 9-11 graders* However, it was felt that expectations 
concerning how far parents want their children to go in school are more 
cleatly defined the o/lder the child ^ecomes, and that the greater range 
of congruence, scores for older studi^nt.s. reflected the fact: that the pos- 
sible range <f or expectations was greater for students who were. ^n high 
school. . • , ' . 



- • ; ' * " ; -l ■ " * . . # 

of oourse, --a- phi, qoef f icient . So as to^make mqj^imum use of all- the data 
, that were present, each correlation was based on all students who had non'- * 
blank data for 'those two variables.. " . „ . / * 

• -■ \ ' ■ 

' So that the assoc^iations betw*n parental expectatiohs,.^student per- 
ceptions and parent/student congruence / and the demographic characteristics 
of students (SES or SES group, sex, 'and ePthnic group membbrship) could be 
revieW.ed more thoroughly, Gross-tabul'at ioni between ch^rajctei;istics and 
congruence' were prepared. *" ' . « ■ ^ ^ . 

4. How much variation in parental lexpectations, igtqdent perceptions, 

■ '■ '. '■ 7^ ^ ~T\ ' ' ~~ ' 

posttest, pretest (or post^-attitude and pre^-attitude) ^and SESjg&xisted at 

tb^ ..various- levels of parent/student congruence^- " \ 

. y In orcJer to explore the possible impact that pairent/stu&enL congruence 

had* on school outcomes such as cognitive achievement and attitudes, it was 

necessary to consider the amount of variation in tt^'ke^^ analysis variables . 

at the various levels of parerit/sj:udent congruence . 'XTheref ore, frequency 

. . ■ »■ * \ • 

distributions . or means and standard d^pviations of the primary analysis vari- 

' ables were computed separately for students at* different levels of pare&t/ 

student cJ^nf ruence , ^ ' * * / * 

" • ■ ■ ■ ... , ') . ■ - ■ 

5.. Whaj^^as the relationship between educational expectations and cognitive 
achievement or attitudes? / / . ^ 



. ^ Altho.ugn it is difficult to interpret meaningfully variables that are 

as highly intercorrelated and confounded as those gathered in survey 

research of the kind discussed here, it . seemed logical that 'the "purest" 

measure of the potential associat ion -between* achievement (or a.ttitudes) and 

expectat-fons^ would be the correlat ion 'between achievement test (or attitude), 

secures and the st udents'* perceptions of their parent^ expec-t at ions . As sum-. 

in^ that the student l\as answered truthfully, such an answer certainl-y repre- 

• seiltg a measure of the expectations "tha^t are functionally present in his/ 

her environment. Therefore, post test -achievement (or post-attitude) was 
• ■ ■ ■ * . ■ ... • 

regressed oh pretest (o^ p^e- attitude) , SES, ^and student perception*. By 

subtracting from the square of the riesult^ng multiple. correlajt^CorT the 

square of the multiple correlation between posttest (or jK^st-attitude). and 

^p;cetest (or pre-attitutde) ahd SES, iC was, possible* to conipute.'lhe propottion 

.■ ■ . . . 

/ . . . . . , 1. , ' , 

/•. .• • 

\ : ' : . • 12 ^ ,^ ■ . ^ •/ 



of posttest (or post-attitude) ^ variance uniquely attributable to student 
perception. A uniqueness is, in fact;, the square of^the correlation 
between the posttest and that part of each student perception score that " 
cannot be predicted from the student's pretest and SES scores. Thus, the 
square root, of a uniqueness is also called a part^ correlation. 

On the other hand, a partial correlation between* posttest and student 

perception in which preteq,t and SES are covaried out of both variables^ 

involves a different educational and. statistical model than tjtiat of the "X 

part, correlation. So that crucikir^hypo theses could be examined from more \ 

thian^ one methodological perspective, such partial correlations were also 

computed. These two somewhat different correlational measures were utilized 

to. examine the possible impact of expectations because project staff felt 

that the use of two such procecJures was advisable given the confounding 

present among the variables studied. Similarity of results woyld suggest 

that the finding was not completely niethod dependent. 

.. • . . ... y . ■ ^ v^. ' ■ ' " 

6. Was the relationship between posttest and^'^prfetest , SES^ and parental 

expectations similar across Tevels' of "parent/student "congruence?" 

Regression analysis was used to determine i^^he regression surfaces 
for pretest, SES, and parental expectations were similar for different 
levels of parent/student congruence. Differences . in regression surfaces 
were hypothesized on the basis of the following reasoning. Because' of the 
manneV in which congruence was'measured here*-- where there was high parent/ 
student congruence, parent expectations and student perceptions were similar 
(by definition). It seems reasonable, then, to hypothesize that if out- 
comes were related to parental expectations, they should be related at high 
. congruence levels. 

However, congruence could also be viewed as a measure of the extent to 
which parental expectations and stludent perceptions were cpnfounded. For 



^Pretest; and pre-attitude measures were administered during the late 
winter/early spring of 1971, while the post-measures were administered 
during the late winter/early spring of 1972. To ease the burden. on tbe 
reader (as well as the writers), whenever pretest -is used in the remainder 
of this methods section, it refers to both pretest and pre-attitude. 
Similarly, posttest refers to lD9th cognitive and attitude post^easures. 



this reason, we really could not distinguish between the actual impact of 
the parents' expectations and the impacf of the students' perceptions of 
those. expectations where expectations and perceptions were highly con- 
founded, i.e., for students for whom parent/student congruence, was high^ 
The low congruence students, however, provided some information on this 
point. If parental expectations were important, it would seem that where 
congruence was low, one would expect to see a smaller relationship between 

outcomes and parental expectations than where congruence was high. 

J. 

Given that the over^^ll test of homogeneous regression surfaces across 
levels of parent/student congruence suggested that'^he surfaces were not 
equal, posttest was regressed on pretest, SES, and parental expectations 
separately for students at each level of congruence. The correlation of 
posttest with that portion of the parental expectations variables that was 
not correlated with pretest and SES was computed. The square of this part 
correlation is what has been called, a "uniqueress^' elsewhere in this report 
and in previous volumes. A partial correlation between posttest and par- 
ental expectations^ with pretest and SES covaried out of both yariables was 

. ,. .... ....... . ... ' • / 

also used to as^sess this association. 

If ' regression surfaces uere homogeneous, we would assume that the 
impact of pretest, SES, parental expectations, and parent/student congru- 
ence was additive — that is, assuming the relationships were positive, 
higher posttest scores would be associated with higher parental expectation 
and greater parent/student congruence. Lower levels of achievement growth 
(or attitude change) would be associated with lower parental expectations 
and less parent/student congruence. Partial correlations between posttest 
and parental expectations were also computed! , covarying pretest ancl SES 
out of both variables. 

7. What was the hypothesized relationship of parental expectations, / 
student perceptions, and parent/student congruence to be considered in 
these analyses? / 

To simplify the computations and the analyses, implemented for this 

s ■ 

report, it was assumed that the relationship of all predictor variables ,| 
with the criterion or outcome variable was linear . Although it would have 



■ ■ ' / 

■ Q 

been possible to develop and analyze a series of dummy-coded predictor 
variables that identified different levels of such variables as parent/ 
student congruence (or to include squared terms in such regression analy- 
ses) , time did not permit this degree of complexity in what were, by 
design, exploratory analyses. ^ 

Results and Discussion 

The analyses for this report were implemented on the sample of 315 
Project LONGSTEP students who were present in the Verification Study and 
who were in grades 3 through 11 during the 1971-72 school year. Of these 
315 students, approximately 91% were wKite and, 52% were female. Some 22% 
were identified as having a high socioeconomic status (SES) home background, 
64% as middle S£S, and 14% as low SES. (An explanation of the manner in 
which high, medium and low SES groups were created* is presented in Question 
2 in the previous section.) Table 2 shows 'the number of students from each 
of the nine grade levels of students analyzed. Examination of this table 
indicates that almost one-half of the sample was comprised^ of elementary"^ 
school students in grades 3 through 6. Approximately 23% of the students^^^ y; 
were of junior high school age (grades 7 and 8) , while "28% were of high 
school age .(grades 9, 10 and' 11). 

Findings concerning the association of educational expectations and 
parent/student congruence with growth in student cognitive achievement and 
with changes in student attitudes are summarized in the sections following 
this introduction. It should be noted that these sections were not desi|;n'=»d 
to be exhaustive presentations of all the analyses conducted. Rather, each 
discussion! focuses on the primary research question addressed, and on the 
results which the authors have judged to be of crucial Import an CBv^to the 
objectives of this particular set of analyses. '(So that readers may evalu- 
ate hypotheses of their own, the'm"eans, standard deviations and intercorre- 
lations. among all tey analysis variables have- been placed in Appendix A, 
Tables A-3 and A-4.) . .. 

15 
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TABLE 2 

Distribution of Students by Grade Level 



Grade in ^ Frequency Percentage 

Spring 1972 • ^ . 



3 




15 




4.8 


4 




47 




14.9 


5 




46 




■ 14.6 


6 




47 




14.9 


7 




38 




12.1 


8 








10.8 


9 • 




39 _ 




12.4 


10 




24 - 




— 7.6 


11 




25 




7.9 



Educational Expectations arid Student Achievement and Attitudes 

As noted in Question 5 in the Study Design and Methods section, 
students' perceptions of parental educational expectations logically repre- 
sent the attitude environment present in their homes. Thus, if parental 
expectations are related to the achievement and attitudes of their children, 
the attitude environment as perceived by their children should be related 
to these outcomes. ' Table 3 shows the part correlation of post test (and 
post-attitude) with that part of the How Far in School (student perception) 
variable that could not be predicted from pretest (or pre-attitude) and 
SES. The partial correlation of posttest (or post-attitude) and How Far 
in School (student perception) in which pretest (or pre-attitude) and SES 
have been covaried out of both posttest and How Far in School .is also shown 
in Table 3. Similar correlations for the How Good a" Student (student 
perception) analysis are contained in Table 4. / 

'~ 11 , 
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TABLE 3 

^Part and Partial Correlations 
between Posttest (and Post-Attitude) and 
How Far in School (Student Perception) 



How Far in School (Student Perception ) 
Part Correlation Partial Correlation . 



Posttest 


223 


. .02 


.05 


Post-Attitude 
Composite 


242 


* 

.14 


** 

■ .16 



p< .05 



*** 

p< .001 



TABLE ,4 / 

Part and Partial Correlations 
between Posttest (and Post-Attitude) and 
How Good a Student (Student Perception) 



c in. How Good a :Student (Student Perception) 

bample Size — —-z : : — - — •- r-^- — ; 

Vart Correlation Partial Correlation 



Posttest 


222 


.04 


.10 


Post -Attitude 
Composite 


243 


*** . 

.26 


*** 

.31 



r 

17 
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The correlations reproduced in Tables 3 and 4 show that students ' per- 
ceptions of their parents' expectations regarding How; Far in School and. How 
Good a Student were significantly related only to thi^ Post-Attitude Compos- 
ite outcome measure. These results, then, would support the view that par- 
ental expectations as perceived by the student are related to subsequent 
changes in school-related attitudes. They also indicate that the relation- 
ship is positive — that is, the greater the perceived parental expectation, 
the more positive the students' general attitucies toward school in the sub-, 
sequent school year. ; 

These findings, however, do not take into account, actual parental 
expectations as reported by the parent. If parent/student congruence were 
perfect, then the findings/ reported here would also be true regarding the 
impact of the parents' reported expectations — by definition, perfect con- 
gruence can occur only when parental expectation and student perception 
agree. Congruence between parent and student , i however , was not perfect. 
In fact, the correlation between 'tl;ie parental- expectation and student 
perception was only .35 ;;l^=291) for How Far ini School, and .12 (n=295) for 
How Good a Student. (CDrrel.ations were based on all students who had no 
missing data for the two variables correlated.) The next section explores 
"mofe~fb4.1y the possibTe impact of c^ongru^ence and actual reported par en t a 1' 
expectatiorisr on achievement growth and attitude change. . t 

Parent/Student Congruence • and Student Achievement and' Attitudes 

The previous section suggested that parental ^^expectations as per- 
ceived by the student were positively relaited to changes in attitudes. 
Analyses described here attempted to determine if actual parental expecta- 
tions (as reported by parents) and accurate communication of these expecta- 
tions to .the child (as measured by parent/student congruence) were related 
to changes in outcomes. 

^ The mo§t straightforward mannef'in which to explore the impact of 
parental expectation and congruence was to include these variables as pre- 
dictors of posttest (or post-attitude) in a regression model also containing 
pretest (or pre-at titude) and SES as predictors. Such a model, however, 
assumes that the impact of each predictor variable is additive — that is. 
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it must be assumed that the impact of one predictor ' (like parental expec- 
tations) does not change for students at different levels of another predic- 
tor (like parent/ student'^ congruence) . This assumption was tested directly 
since it was thought that parent/student congruence might "moderate" the 
impact of parental expectations on outcomes. ^ The rationale underlying this 
hypothesized moderator effect is discussed next. • 

First, it is necessary to ascertain if the parents' wishes , correctly 
or incorrectly perceived by the students, are related to growth in achieve- 
ment or changes in attitudes. The previous, section demonstrated this rela- , 
tionship in the case of^ attitudes, but showed that parental expectation, as 
perceived by the student, did not seem to be related .to .growth in achieve- 
ment . Second, it seems logical that parental expectations as reported by 
the parent should be related to student outcomes only if the student cor- 
rectly perceives those expectations. When effective communication between 
pkrent and child exists, then parental expectation and student perception 
coincide, congruence is high, and changes in outcomes (at least in atti- - 
tudes) sKould conform to that, joint, congruent expectation. When communi- \ 
cation is poor, however, parental expectation^and student perception are 
dissimilar, congruence lis low, and changes in outcomes^ might not necessarily 
conform to" tlfe parental 



expectation as reported by the parent. 



Regression analysis s 
altti 



s showed that parent/student c ngjruence acted as a 

cc 
2. 



moderator in only the ^ttitude composite analy.v. "la. le 5 shows the 
squared multiple correlation (R ) • between posL^ c^st ->.r post-attitude) 
and pretest (or pre-attitude) , SES, parental ex|?ectation, parent/student 
congruence and a three-variable set of product variables representing 
interactions with' parent /student congruence. This R is called the "full 
model R ." The multiple correlation squared of posttest (or post-attitude) 
with all predictors except the products or interaction variables is also 
shown. This is called the restricted model. A statistical test of the 
difference in these two R^s tesfs whether or not parent /student congruence 
did act as a r.oderator in these data. Table 5 shows that the N^f f erence 
in R^s between the full and restricted models was small. A statistically 
significant moderator effect was present. only in the Attitude Composite 
analysis for How Good a Student. These findings, then, suggest that the 
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" TABLE 5 ■" : 
Moderator Analysis Results 



Full Model (FM) Restricted Model (RM) - ' 

S^^^^'hi T No. of ; N^r-^f No. of ^2 .2 

variaDle ^ Predictors R Predictors • Students ^M HRK 



Far in School 



Good a Student 





Posttest ; 

✓ - . ' 

Parent - How .81666 7 .81531 4 208 .001 



Parent - How .81455 . 7 .81127 4 211 .003 

Good a Student 



Post-Attitude : 

Parent - How .34345 7 .32736 4 227 lOlS 

Far in School - " ^ 

Parent - How .33205 7 .29510 ^ 4-^, 231 .037* 



relationship between post-attitude ^and pre-attitude, SES, and How Good a 
Student (Parental Expectation) was not homogeneous across levels of parent/ 
student congruence. 

Table 6 shows the regression coefficients obtained when . post-attitude 
was regressed on pre-attitude, SES, and How Good a Student (Parental 
Expectation) for each of the four levels of parent/student congruence. 
The statistical test of a regression coefficient's difference from zero 
is equivalent to testing the significance of the correlation of the crite- 
rion with that part of the predictor . that was not correlated with the 
other predictors in the model — that is, this test is equivalent to a test^ 
of the part correlation in which post-attitude is related to that part of 
How Good a Student (Parental Expectation) that could not be. predicted 
from pre-attitude and S.ES.'' The sign of the regression coefficient also 
*^is the sign of that particular part correlation. Table 6, then, shows 
that parental expectation regarding How Good a Student was (1) nega- 
tively related to attitudes for students at a low parent/student congruence 
level but (2) positively related to attitudes for students at a high 
parent/student congruence level. Parental expectation was not related 
to attitudes iof,, students for whom a moderate level of parent/student 
congruence was present. 

Table 7 shows the partial correlations between post-attitude and How * 
Good a Student in which pre^-attitude and SES have been covaried outc o5' botti ' \ 
criterion and predictor. Findings based on the partial correlations shown 
in Table 7 paralleled those discussed with respect to the regression analy- 
sis res^ui^s shovm in Table 6. 

The moderator analyses summarized in Table 5, however, showed that 
parent/student congruence did not behave as a moderator variable in either 
of the p'osttest analyses or in the post-attitude analysis of How Far in 
School. Table 8 shows the .regression "coefficients for those analyses in 
which posttest (or post-attitb<|e) was regressed on pretest (or pre-attitude), 
SES, .thef appropriate parental exp'fex^ation and the appropriate parent/student 
congruence. Results presented in Taoie 8 show that, parental expectation 



TABLE 6 



Regression Coefficients for the 
How Good a Student (Parent Expectation) Analysis by Congruence Level - 
. Attitude Composite Outcome 



Level of 
Parent/ Student 
Congruence , 


Number of 
Students 


Multiple 
' Correlations 
Squared 


Standardized ReKxessiori Coefficients 
. . , nr,n ' How Good a Student 
Pre-Attitude SES Expectation) 


1 (none) 


1 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


1 ' '/ 


36 


.311 


** 

.508 


-.082 


■ ■ * ■ 
-.371 


3 


104 


.237 


***, 

.430 


.113 


.120 \ 


4 (perfect) 


90 


' . .494 


.56? 


-.057 


*** 

.290 



NA, Not applicable because degrees of freedom were too small. 



. * P 1 -05 
** p <^ .01 
*** p <^ .001 

NOTE: Means, standard deviations and intercorrelations by level of congruence. are shown 
in Appendix A, Tables A-5, A-6 and A-7. 
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TABLE 7 

Partial Correlations between Post-Attitude and 

How Good a Student (Parent Expectation) 
by Congruence Level - Attitude Composite Outcome 



Level of 

Parent/Student ^ Partial 



Congruence 



Correlation 



1 (none>^ NA 

/ * 

J •• • • . * 

2 . -.386 



3 . , ^133 

icick 

4 (perfect) .362 



NA, Not applicable becaiise degrees of freedom 
were too small 




*** . p £ .001 



NOTE: Means, standard deviations and inter corre- 
lations by level of con^^ruauce are shown in 
AtJpendix A, Tables A-3, A-o and A-7. 
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TABLE.8 ^ 

Regression Coefficients, for the Analyses in ' 
Which Parent/Student Congruence Moderator Effects Were Not. Found 



Dependent Variable 
Post test : 

. Parent - How Far in 
School' . 

Parent - How Good a 
Student 



.815 
.811'- 



.Standardized Regression Gbef f icients 



Pretest (or ' Parental 
Pre-Attitude) i Expectation 



Parent/student 
Congruence 



.897 



-.041-. . .058 



.907 . -.025 '.002 



.006 



^ost-AtLitude r'"' 

Parent - How Far in 
School 



.327 



.505 



-.023 .197 



.058 



** p £ .01 ■ 
*** p<. .001. 



s 



accQunted for a statistically significant proportion of the variance^ in 
the dependent variable in only the attitude analyses for How Far in School* 

Correlations of Parental Expectations and Parent/Studei;it Congruence with 
SES, Ethnic Group, Sex,- and Grade Level 



One of the questions explore 
the findir^s summarized previously 
status, ethnic group membership, 
correlations" of these variables wh. 
School and How Good a Stucient, th 



d in this study was the extent to which 

may have been influenced by socioeconomic 
sex, or grade level. Table 9 presents ^the 
th parental expectations of How Far in 
child's perceptions of these expect a- ^ 



tions, and' the degree of congruence between parental expectations and stu- ^ 

;u'enLal expectation's concerning how' far in^ 



g^ay as well as the student's perceptions 
icantly correlated with SES level. The 
' expectations -and the children's percep- * 
tly related .to SES level • 



dent perceptions. As expected, p 
school they want their children t'A 
of these expectations,, were slgnii 
degrfee of congruence between these 
tions, however, was not significan 

Ethnic group membership (white vs. nonwhite) showed no signiSicant 
relationship with either parental expectations, studenrt perceptions, or 
degree of congruence.. One finding^f contemporary interest shoWn in. Table 
9 was the slight tendency for female students to have lower estimates than 
males regarding how good a student their parents wanted them to be. Lastly, 
student perception and grade level were significantly correlated, positively 
in' the How Far in School analysis and negatively in the How Good a Student 
analysis* ' . ' . ^ 

Nevertheless, the confounding of SES or'grade level with ex^ctat ions, 

perception^ anxi congruence probably had no meaningful impact on the .findings 

' ■ ' * > ■ ■ / /' ■ 

discussed earlier in this results section. This is because 

■.*.'*•'.• 

■ • SES had been intluded as, a control variable (i.e., as a 

^ coyariate) in the part, and partial correlations upon which 

conclusions were based; and 



^As .noted previously, the statistical significance of the ^egression coef- 
f lent is- identical to that of the correlation between the dependent vari- 
able and that part of the predictor not correlated, with -the other 
predictors. ' 



■Correlations of 



P 1 '05 

k " ' 

p < .001 



TABLE 9 

Parental Expectations, Student Perception, and 



Parent/Student Congruence with SES, Ethnic Group, Sex, and, Grade Level ^ 



HpW' Far in School 



How Good a Student 



•Parental 
' ■ Expectation 


Student 
.Perception 


Parent/Student 
Congruence 


Parental , 
Expectation 


Student 
Perception 


Parent/Student 
Congruences 


SES ' ' • ■ , 

t 


m 
■ .41 , 


, -m 
.20 , 

i ; 


,09 


.04 


.07 


* 

.11 


Ethnic Group 




' -.08 ' 


-.08 


i '.-.07 . 


-.07 


.03-'- 


Sex • . 


-.04 




-.06 ■■ 


.07 


* 

-.12 


-.02 


Grade Level 




* 

.12 


. .12 


-.08. , 


*** 

-.23 


-.06 ' • 



^Bflsed on all- 'the data available for each pair, of variables. The complete correlation matrix and 
• Ns are shown in Appendix A,. Table ;A-4. 
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The part and partial correlations discussed previously were 
recomputed with grade level as an additional control vari- 
able (i.e., as a covariate) and. no meaningful differences 
in results were obtained. ■ '* 

Summary and Conclusions ' / 



The results of this study suggest that perceived parental expectations 
concerning how far in school they want their children to go and' how good a 
student they want their, children to be, while not related to student^ 
achievement test performance the following year, are both positively related 
to children's attitudes toward school. The greater the perceived parental 
expectations, the more positive,^ the children's attitudes toward school dur- 
ing' the following year.^^t should be emphasized that 'these results reflect 

\ ■ ' ■ ■ 

student perceptions of parental expectations and not parental expectations 

directly* 

When we look at th'e actual parental expectations we again find a posi- 
tive relationship between how far in school they want their children to go 
and student attitudes toward school during. the following year. The impact 



of these expectations is about 
children perceive them. 

In contrast, the impact of 
a student they want their child: 
their children^ perceived these 



the same regardless- of how accurately the 



parental expectations concerning how good 
en to be varied, depend;Lng on how accurately 
xpectations. o Where children's perceptions 



and parental expectations are in close agreement, such expectations are 
positively related to students ' attit\udes toward schbol during the follow- 
ing year. The more accurately t,hat children perceive these expectations, 

i \ ■ ' - ■ 

the more likely are high parental expectations to result in positive atti- 
tu3es toward school on the part j^f the^ir children. On the other hand, where 
there is very low agreement between parental expectations and children's 
perceptions o^ How Good a Student, our|findings indicate a nec^ative rela- 
tionship between parental expectations and udent school-related attitudes. 
In such cases the children of parents. with high expectations are more 
likely to become less positive in their \attitudes toward school. 
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Where there is a moderate degree of agreement: (or disagreement) 
between parental expectations and'student perceptions of these expectations, 
student attitudes toward school jare generally not related to parental 
expectations regarding how good a student they want their children to be* 

Agreement between parental expectations and student perceptions did 
not seem to have any direct impact on either student achievement or atti- 
tudes.: Rather, as explained in the previous paragraph, the degree of par- 
ent/student agreement with respect to how good a student the parents' want 
their children to be served to moderate or qualify whether or not the par- 
ental expectations themselves had any impact • From a research standpoint, 
this -exploratory study suggests that the amount of agreement between paren- 
tal expectations and student perceptions in this area might be a .worthwhile 
variable for future studies of school-related attitudes. 

It is not known why parent/student agreement with respect to How Good 
a Student qualified or moderated the relationship between parental expecta- 
tion and attitudes, while agreement on How Far in^School did not. Children 
could more accurately estimate their parents'' How Far in School expectations 
than they could their How Good in School expectations. For example, 50% of 
all students were able to predict perfectly their parents expectations as 
to How Far in School., versus 38% perfect, agreement ' concerning How Good a 
Student. 

In summary, based uppn the findings of this exploratory study, it 
would appear that parental expectations concerning both how far in school 
they want their children .to go and how good a student they want their 
children -^to be can influence student attitudes toward school; however^ such 
expectations do not appear to influence student achievement test perfor- 
mance. In. the case of how far in school they want their children to go, no 
special effort may be needed to commuiiicaite these expectations. On the 
other hand, it appears that parents with high expectations concerning. how 
good a student they want their* children to be would be well advised to make 
a' special effort to communicate these expectations to their .children. 
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. ■ TABLE A-1 ■ ■ . , 

Means, Standard, Deviations and Intercorrelations 
. for the Scales Forming the Composite Attitude Index - 

Spring 1971 



Variable 



SD ATS ATLA RI 



Attitude' toward Language 
Arts (ATLA) ' ' 



Reading. Interest (Rl)' 

Attitude" toward 
Mathematics (ATM) 



245 .99.1 10.2 .35 .38 
244 ■ IDLO ■ lO.r .32 .32 



ATM 



.22: 



Attitude toward' School (ATS) 245 101.3 9.8 — .41 ,.35 .,32 

. 244 99.9. 10.2^ .41 — -38 .32 



.22 
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TABLE A-2 

. Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations ' 
for the Scales Forming the Composite Attitude Index - 
Sparing 1972 • 



■Variable . J^ X SD ATS ATLA' , RI ATM 

— ^ _ _ . . . 

. Attitude toward School. (ATS) 313 100.0 ,10.9, -- ' .38 .38. . .43 

99.9 9.8 .38' -. ',41 / .21 

Reading Interest (EI) 314 100.0 10.5 .38 .41 — .13, 

312 "-100.6 " 10.1 .43 •;;21 , .13 



> ^ 



I 'Attitude toward (fc/ 
Mathematics (ATM) 
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■ TABLE* A-3 ' . 

Means and Standard Deviations for 

All Key Analysis Variables ^ ^ 



Variable^ 


Cases^ 




Mean 


Standard' 


BTOT72S ^ 


294 




99,9998 


\ 

9.8626** 


•BT0T71S 


243 




99,9998 


9.8541*? 


COMATT72 


314 




100.1074 


7. 3321 


C0MATT71 


245 




100.3182 


7.1157 ■ ■ 


COMPSES * 


312 ^ 




.99.3225 


9.6459 


SESD V. . 


312 




2.0769 


0.6005 


SEX ^ 

/ 

ETHGRP 


' 315 




' 1.5238 


0.5002 


315 




1.9079 


0.2896 


GRADE72 


315 




6.8222 


■2.3200 


PFAR 


293 . 




3.4744 


0.87.^1 


SFAR . 


312 ' 




3.3878 , 


0.9353 

o' 


CFAR 


291 




4.3505 


0.8057. 


PGOOD 


296 




3.0743 


0.7599 


SQOOD 


312 




3.3269. 


0.7537 / 


CGOOB ' 


295 




3.2475 


0.7070 


BTOT72 


294 ■ 




505.6121 


113.3685 


BT0T71 


243 




''477.0C81 


110.6411 


^See Appendix A, "Table A-8 
abbr eviat ions . / • 


for 


an explanation of 


these variable 

i 


c ^Numbers of students with ) 


a nonblank score. 




.3s = /E (x-xy^ , 


where 








s„ = standard 

X 


deviation of 


X, 




X = raw score 


on X, 








X . =^ mean of X 

,1 ■ . * 
N = number of 


, aitaP^^ A. " ' 
■ 

nonblank s^cores. 




**Both post test and 


pretest 


were 


s.tandardized to 


mean = 100 4) 



and standard deviation = 10 .0 /separately by grade. This 
slight discrepancy from 10.0 is due to rounding error. 




TABLE A-4' 



Intercorrelations Amonk^ All 
Key Analysis Variables 



/ ; 



^Table entries are the correlation coefficient, the number of cases for which 
there was no missing data (upon which the correlation was based), and the 
statistical significance (two-tailed) .of the coefficient. See Appendix A,, 
Table A-8 for an^-^explanation of the variable abbreviations. 

^The correlations shown may not be those used in the multiple correlations or 
partial co:rrelations discussed in the report. These latter statistics were 
based only on those cases for whom there was no missing data on any of the 
variables involved. 
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, TABLE A-A 



SCCOD 



QTUT72S 
I.CjUOu 



.001 
SrO.OOL 

S«0.U73 
0.2151 

-O.UOOO 
S'l.LOO 
■ L.33l}4 

( mt 

S"b.001 



i ^711 
S»b.l07 

- U.a207 
I 27b) 
S-u.OOi 

0.0920 ' 
t ^«1) 
S'O.AIV 

u.106% 

!>«0.078 

0.69j7 

0.6049 
I 227) 
S*0.U01 



C0HATT7i *C0»«ATT71 C0HPS6S 



S^SO 



L .UUOO 
t . - 1 
L-L.tOl ' 

0.27^9 
( 242) 
$■^.004 

0.i24*» 
( iJU) 
S«0. CiOl 

0.J7U 
I <40) . 
S -o.ui* 1 

o.:jbo I 

< 24u| 

o.uo / 
L«u.a2ti 

C.2bU 

O.DOUO 
( 2«^l 

s« uooo 

0.34 11 

S-0.001 

O.U^3 
( 241) 

O.OIVh 
I 2^41 
Sst.77 9 

0.2&U2 

< a2S) 

• 0.107% 
( 24U) 

C.0si4 
( ^27) 

0.64^1. 

Li.64^L. 
( 243)-- 



C 4:v J > ., 

5- O.OOl 

U.^7t J 

1.0000 
i U) 

6- O.UOL 

( ^•*4) 
S"U.UU1 

O.Obli 

'0.u*»0« 
C Jll) 
S«0.4b2 

0. LtbO 
1 Jltl 

-o.a7o6 

&k0.16% 

-o;o>so 

»>« 314)' 
&»0.33l 

U.<cfrlo 
( 2«3) 
/ S-0.u(il 

b.lB24 
( 31 1) 

6.L6U0 ' 
I 291) 
$■0,006 

C.L<»Jf)' 

S«u.013 

0.S261 
( 3i2) 
S*O.OOL 

0.0756 
C ^•#5) 
:k»0. 194 

0.i605 

0.147^ 
( 4:^2) 
$»0.022 



0.1929 C 
' I 72PI 
^■0^003 

0.2249 

C 230) 
S<0.C01 

0. 5339 
- < 24A) 

5*0.001 

1. nono 

I 0) 

S-o.ooi 

0.1095 
( 2451 

S«n.os7 
o.rta65 

( 245) 
$•0,177 

O.l^f.' 
I 24^,1 
S'0.002 

-0.0285 
M 2451 

-0^1280 
« 24 ») 
S«0.045 

G.)^i2 

s*o.ow 

'o.08fl9 
( 2411 . 
S-0.1&7 

o.o3pe 

i 227) 
S"0.56I 

0.200% 
( 231) 
S«0.002 

0.UI6 
I 74!?) . 
S*0.0?7 

0.0261 
( 231 » 
S-0.693 

0.0e2B 
I 225) 
C-C.2I3 

0.6758 
i 730) 
S-6.246 



3..-7'il 
I 292) 
S-0.001 

■0.3712 
I 2^01 

S*o.oqi 

0.0813 - 
( 311 ) 
S«0.153 

0.1095 
i ^4^) 
5-0.087 

1 .0000 
( -0) 
S'U.OOl 

0.?745 
( 312) 
$«6.00L 

O.0<»62 
( iU) 
$■0,416 

0.1470 
( 312) 

s«o.cos 

0«0297 

S- 0.60 7 

0.4079 
( 291 ) 
S-0.001 

0.1985 
( ^09) 
$■0,001 

0.09J6 
f 289) 
S-0.112 

■ 0.0379 
( 29<.) 
S»0.5l r 

0.0692 
I 309) 
S-0.232 

0.1128 
( 2931 
S-0.054 

0.2331 
f 292 1 
S-U.JOl 

0.2879 
2401 
£■0.001 ' 



0.2523 


0.1046 


1 292 ) 


{ '2941 




5*0.073 


0.350L 


0.1407 


t 2«tD ) 


( 2 43 1 


5*0.001 


5*0 .028 


0.0401 


0.1480 


( 311) 


( 314) 


5*0.482 


5*0.009 


0.0865 


0. \*'h7 


( 245 ) ' 


I 2<»5 1 


' s«o.i7r 


$■0,002 


a. 8 745 


- 0.0462 


( 312 ) 


( 312 ) 


i»C.CC 1 


5&0.416 


1 .0000 


0.OO41 


( 0) 


( 312) 


$«0.00l 


S*0.'942 


0.00<»1 


- l.OOOC 


1 ' 312 ) 


1 0> 


$••0,942 


$*0.60l 


0.1712 


-0.0170 


( 312) ■ 


( 31 3) 


5*0.002 


5*Ca 753 


. 0.0488 


0.0723 


( 312) 


( 315> 


5*0.390 


5«0.201 


0.3443 


-0.0357 


r 291) ' 


1 2^3) 


5"0.p01 


5*0.543 


0.1341 


0.0371 


1 3091 


( .312) 


5-O.ClS 


5«0.51<» 


U.10L2 


-0.0597 


/I 289). 


t 29t) 


5*0. 686 


5*0.310 


0.04u5 


0.0737 


( 29<.) 


f 296) 


$^0,489 


5*0.206 


0.0322 


-0.1247 


( 309) 


1 312) 


S"0.>73* ■ 


5*0.028 


0.078^ 


-ii.oro2 


1 . '793) ■ 


( .2951 


S<0.181 . 


5*0.730 


b.2204 


0.1388 


( 292) 


( 294) 


il^o.ooi 


^••0.017 


0. 2923 


0.1 162 


f 240) 


1 /43r) 


5*0.001 


S*0.07L 





GKA0ET2 


0.215 1 


-0.0000 


C 294) 


( 294) , 


5-0.001 


5* 1.000 


0.281 2 


O.OOOO 


( 2431 


1 2<.3) 


$■0,001 


5*1.000 


-0.0786 


-0.0550 


( 314) 


( 314) 


5*0.1 65 


5*0.33 1 


-0.0285 


-0.1280 


f . 245) 


1 245) 


5*0.657 


5*0.045 


0.1470 


0.0292 


1 312) 


I 312) 


5*0.0?9 


'5*0.60? 


■ 0.1712 V 




i -': 312) ^ 


; i 3U) 


S*C.002 


' S* 0.3 90 


-0.017? 


. 0.0723 


f 315) 


1 3^) 


5*0.753 


5*0.201 


i.oooo 


-0.1098 


f 0) 


( 315.) 


5*0.001 


5*0.052 


-0.1098 


1.0000 


r 315) 


(. 01 


S*0.052 


S*0.00l 


-0.0898 


&.0i»14 


1 293) 


( 293) 


5*0.125 


5*0.480 


-0.0798 


O.llSO 


( 31?) 


1 3121 ' 


S*0.160 


5*0.042 


-0.0751 


Q.118V 


I 291) 


( 291 ) 


S*0.?OI 


5*0.043 


-0.0748 


•rO.0132 


f 296 ) ' 


1. 296) 


.5*0.199 


5*0.153 


-«.07i2 


H).2316 


f 312) 


( 312) 


5*0.203 


5*0.001 


0.U316 


-0.0639 


(' 2951 


. 1 295) 


5*0.5R9 


5*0.274 


0.U39 


0.6943 


1 294) 


f 2^4) 


5*0.051 


5*0.001 


0.0640 


0.7370 


1 243) 


( 2431 


5*0.192 


5*0.001 



0.3384 
I 273) 
5*0.001 

0.3411 
I ' 225) 

$*o.boi 

0.2616 
I 79^) 

$uo.oni 

0.1412 
( 226 3 
5*0.033 

0.4079 

I 291). 
5«0.00L 

0.3443 

< 291 ) 
5*0.001 

-0.0357 
( 293) 
5*0.5<»3 

-0.0898 

< 293) 
$*0ll25 

0.0414 
( 293) 
5*0.480 

t.OOOO 
( 0) 
S*i).O0l 

0.3494 
I 291) 
5*0.001 

0.1986 
( 291 ) 
5*0.001 

0.3540 
I 292) 
5*0.001 

0.1917 
f 292 ) 
5*0.001 

0.1008 
1 291) 
5*0.086 

0.2974 

< 273) 
V'0.001 

0.3241 
( 225) 
5*0.001 
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TABLE 





; 
















SFAR 


<^ 

CI-AR 


^UOD 


S60DD 


C6QDD 


BTOT,72 ^ 


a Torn 


P1J172S 


O.lTVd 

s-o.ooz 


( ^/l) 

S-t.l07 


' U.2207 
.1 276). 
SaO.OOl 


n-o«>?9 
1 ?<*i) 
.S'O.in 


0.106» 
1 27M 
S-0.078 


0.^937 
( 2V4» 
S-0.001 


U.6049 
( 227H 
S^O.OOl 


blJTTlS 


* 


G.C194 

( 224>) 
i«0.773 


X..2S02 
( 22a) 
S*U.UU1 


. O.lOU 
( 2401 * 
S«0.0<>7 


0.U4 )^ 

( ••:;7i 

S■0.•:1^ 


0.6445^ 

' 1 2271 
S-O.OOl 


0.6421 
( 243) 
0.001 


tU><A77 72 


0.182^ 

I Jin 

S*U.00l 


.O.lbOO 
1 2vli 


&'.i^30 
1/ 296> 
S«u.U13 


0.3201 
* t' 317) 
. 3*0.001 


0.0756 
( 29S) 
$-0,196 


' 0.160S 
. 1 2931 
ScQ.OO^ 


0.147? 
( 242) 
' S- 0.022 

&U.0768 
i, 230) 
S«0.^46 


CJXAII 7^ 


U.OSbv 
S*0.la7 


1 • ir/7) 

S-U.361 


I 231) 
S-0.002 


0.1416 
( 2431 
S-0.027 ^ 


0.U261 
1 231) 
S«0.693 


o.ue2e' 

1 22S) 
S«0.213 


CLNPScS \ 


u.i9as" 

1 309) 
S*0.301 


0.0936 
1 28V) 
S*0.1U V 


U.UJ79 
(. ' 2V4>) 
'*S«0.!»17 


0.O682 
1 3091 
S>p.232 


b.iwtt 

1 2931 

s•(J•.o^4 


0.2331 
* • 1 2«) 
S-U.OOl 


0.2879 
f 240) 
« $«G.001 




O.lJ^l . 
1 309) 

s-o.oia 


O.lOU 
1 2HV) 
S*0.bS6 


0.040S 
1 294 1 


0.6322 
1 309) 
$•0,373 


0.078^ 
' 1 293 ) 
S'U.lBl 


*^ 0.2204 
I 292) 
r S-O.OOl 


0.2923 
1 240) 
S«0.001 






-U.U>97 


*/.U73 : 


*-0.l247 


■'-0.02Ui 


0.138B 


U.1162 ' 



&IIA0E72 

/ 

PI- AM 
■SFAK 



ixom 



1 ^91> 
S«0.3iU 

-0.U7S1 
I 291) 
S-0.2P1 

0.II87 
I 291) 
S-C.043 

0.1986 
I «V1 ) 
S"0.00i 

0. 3U&8 
( ^41) 

S"U.U01 

1. uuuu 
I ul 
S«U.001 

o.bAlv 
I 240 k 

5- 0.29'j 

0.0206 
I 2V0) 
S« 0.7/7 

I ^89) 
3«0.72^ 

0.1413 
I 2711 
3*0. u2^ 

^ iU.6823" 
I 224) 

6- (i*220 



&«U. 1^116 

-i).074b 
I 296) 
3*0. 1V9 

-U.0832 
I ' 296) 
S-U.193 

u.3^4U 
1 2921 
S«0.001 

U.037U 
( 294) 
* S-U.^27 

0. G6 19 
1 2901 
S-U.293 

1. uOOO 
f 0) 
S«lj.0OI 

0.1225 
I 293) 
3"0*036 

u.i932 
{ ^93) 
3-U.UOl 

ii.W83 
I 276) 
3«u.u33 

0.'1520 
I 228) 
3-0.022 



I 3121 
S-(-.Q28 

-0.0772 ■■ 
I 312) 
3*0. 703 

'-0.7316 
I 31?) 
S«0.001 

0.191V 
I 792) 
S"O.Ofll 

* 0.16S7 
t 310) < 
3-0. 003 

. 0.0206 
( 290) I 
^-0.f>7 \ 

0.1725 
( 2«5) 
S«0.036 

1.0000 
I 0) 
S»0.00l 

,0.1076 
-I 299) 
S«0.OA5 

-0.0839 

> S-0.133 

-O.0S96 
f 240) 
S«0.389 



I 2V3) 
S-0.730 

0.0316 
< 2^1 
$K0.b89 

-0.0639 
I 299) 
3*0.27^ 

^O.lUOB 
I 291) 
$•0,086 

0.0680 
I 293) 
S-0.2<«6 

-0.0210 
I 289) 
S-0.722 

Q.39S2 
( 2951 
3«t>.001 

0.1076 
I 299) 
3*0.065 

1.0000 
( 0) 
S»0.00l 

0.0280 

I . 27'/» 

$'■0,644 

*0.OS54 
I 227) 
$»0.406 



I 294) 
1«0.017 

0.1139 

< 2941 
$-0,091 

0.6943 
I 294) 
$«O*001 

0*2974 
I 273) 
$•0,001 

0.2215 
I 291) 
$«0.U01 

0.1413 
( 271) 
$•0,020 

0.1285 
I 2761 
$■0,033 

-0.0139 
( 291) 
S-0.153 

0.02ba 
I 2751 
S"0.644 

1.0000 

< 0) 
. 3*0.001 

0.9967 
I 227) 
$•0,001 



243) 
. 3*0.071 

0.0840 
( 243) 
$»0.192 

0.7370 
243) 
S*0.001 

0.3241 
I 223) 
$«0«001 

0.2431 
241) 
3*0.001 

0.0823 
I 274) 
S*0.22O 

0.1520 
I 228) 
3*0.022 

-6. 0559 
I 240) 
3*0.389 

0.0534 
• I 227) 
$-0,406' 

0.9967 
* I 227) 
S-0.001 

1.0000 
I 0) 
$■0,001 
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A-6 



TA^LE A-5 



Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations 
for the Attitude Composite Analysis of How. Good a Student 
• . Congruence Level 2 (Low) 



Variable 



1 



Post- 



g . Pre- How Grade' 
Attitude Attitude Good Level 



Post-Attitude 


■ 3^ 


97.8 


7.4^ 


Pre-Att^ude 


36 


99.4 


'6.8 


SES . / . 


• 

36 


94.7 


9.5 


How Good a Student-Parent, 
.Expectation ■ 


36, 


2.6 


» 


Grade Level , ' 


■ 36 


7.2 


^ 2\,4 



.43 

.09 ' .14 



■J26 



\ 



.43 ..09 -.26 -.07 
™ .14' .17 -.08 



— -.28 .02 

i 

•.17 -.28 '— .02 



2\4 -.07 -.08 .02 .02 



1 



TABLE A-6 

Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations 
for the Attitude Composite Analysis of How Good a Student 
Congruence Level J (Medium) 



I 

00 



Variable 


N 


X 


SD 


. Post- 

nLLXUUUC 


Pre- 

Attitudp 


•SES 


How, Grade 
Good /^Level 


Post-Attitude 


104 


100.6 


7.6 




.46 


.14 


.21 


.00 


Pre-Attitude 


, 104 


100.7,:, 


6.8 


- .46 




.04 


.18 


-.17 


SES ;. 


104 


99.5 


9.8 


.14 


.04 , 




.10 


-.02 


How Good a Student-Parent' 


104 


2.9 


0.7 


.21 


.18 


.10 




. -.12 ' 


Expectation 














Grade Level 


• 104 


6.8 


2.2 


.00 


-.]7 


-.02 


-.12.^ 





1 'I • 



45 



41 



. ERJC 



TABLE A-7 



feans, Standard Deviation^ and Intercorrfelations 
' for the Attitude Composite Analysis of 'How Good a Student - 
' ' Congruence Level 4 (Perfect) 

J" ■ , ' 



Variable 


N 


X 


SD ■ 


Post- 
Attitude 


Pre 
Attitude 


SES 

A 


Post-Attitude 


90 


100;4 . 


7.4 




. .64 . 


.08 


Pre-Attiludi! 




100.2 


' 7.2 


..64 




.20 


SES' 


, 90 ■ 


99,5 ■ 


• .9.1 


.08 


.20 




.How (!ood a Student --I'aruiU 
Expectation 


90 


3.4. 


0.6 


.46 


.30 


.08 


Grade Level 


90 


' 7.2 


2.3 


-.08' 


-.03 . 


.20 



TABLE A-8 

Glossary of Variable Names 
and Variable Abbreviations 



Variable 
Abbreviations 



Variable Name 



BTOT72S 

BT0T71S 

COMATT72 

C0MATT71 

COMPSES 

SESD 

SEX 

ETHGRP ; 

GRADE72 

PFAR 

SFAR 

CFAR 

PGOOD 

SGOOD 
CGOOD 
BTOT72 
BT0T71 



CTBS Battery ..Total Posttest - Standardized 
CTBS Battery Total Pretest - Standaridized 
Composite Attitude Spring 1972 
Composite Attitude - Spring 1971 
Composite Socioeconomic Status 
SES Group \ ' * 

Sex ' 
Ethnic Group 

Grade Level, in 1971- 77 School Year 
Parent/Expectation - ilyw Far in School 
Student Perception - How. Far in School 
Congruence - How Far in School 
Parent Expectation - How Good a' Student 
Studen^t- Perception How Good a Student 
Congruence - How Good a^Student 
CTBS Batterv Total Posttest 
CTBS Battery Total Pretest, 



NOTE: The manner in which these variables were scaled is sKowri 
in the text in Table 1. 
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